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From Battlefield to Fertile Ground The Development of Civil War Environmental History
L i s a M . B r a d y
In 2001, Jack Temple Kirby published his essay "The American Civil War: An Environmental View, " in which he wrote, "In the nearly four decades since the [Civil War] centennial, demand for old-fashioned (shall I say?) military history and military biography has hardly abated. Environmental history, meanwhile, a sub-discipline born during the 1960s and flourishing modestly since, has yet to impact the Civil War seriously. " This failure to unite Civil War and environmental histories troubled Kirby for two reasons. First, he noted that since at least the 1970s "Americans have belonged to a culture steeped in ecological language and politics, " one that presumes a connection between humans and the natural world. Second, Kirby suggested that we need an environmental analysis of the Civil War because "no one alive at the dawn of the twenty-first century, from the oldest among us to our most immature students, can conceive of war without environmental danger if not disaster. " Kirby argued that failing to understand the war as an ecological event ignores these important cultural and intellectual developments. He then presented "a preliminary environmental impact statement" of the war, highlighting issues such as disease, destruction of rural and urban landscapes, deforestation, and the ecological ramifications of emancipation and of the death of hundreds of thousands of people and millions of animals. He concluded that while not all the consequences of the war equaled permanent environmental degradation, the conflict resulted in a "poorer South after all" and signaled "the beginning of the end of southern rural life as it had been known for at least that rightfully would have been Kirby's, had he not passed away in 2009. I will concentrate my efforts on those publications that are explicitly environmental histories, despite the growing number of articles and books by scholars in other fields who acknowledge-to varying degrees-the importance of such elements as geography, geology, weather, and disease in shaping the course of the Civil War.4 I will also limit my scope to those examples that focus primarily on the military conflict, even though environmental historians who examine the South and its broader ecological past are beginning to incorporate meaningful discussions of the war into their work.5 Though still fairly limited, the environmental subset of Civil War historiography has developed enough, I believe, to merit this more exclusive attention. weather information on a month-by-month basis throughout the entire conflict. Krick did not evaluate the effect of the weather on specific battles or engagements, but he did supplement the raw data with anecdotal evidence from soldiers and civilians, thereby providing some insight into the role of weather in daily experience. Kelby Ouchley's Flora and Fauna of the Civil War: An Environmental Reference Guide (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press, 2010) is likewise an excellent compendium. Ouchley researched hundreds of diaries and letters, combing them for information on the types of plants and animals used by soldiers and civilians alike. He then identified the purposes those resources served-food, medicine, and tools, among others-and noted the differences between the ways northerners and southerners wrote about them. 6. I do not discuss encyclopedia entries here, despite their utility to students and researchers and in spite of their serving as evidence of the growth of the field. Examples of such resources are Lisa M. Brady, "Impact of Civil War, " in Atlas of U.S. and Canadian Environmental History, It is still new enough, however, that I feel compelled to offer a brief, perhaps overly simplistic, definition. For those unfamiliar with the field, environmental history is the study of the changing relationships human communities develop with nonhuman nature over time and place. It examines the ways that people-singly and in groups-interact with the physical environment (the material level), think about and represent nature through art, literature, law, and other similar pursuits (the intellectual or cultural level), and organize themselves and their surroundings in response to nature and their access to its resources (the social level).7 Environmental history posits that nature-an amorphous and hotly debated category that includes weather, rivers, bears, grasses, lice, and the malaria-causing parasite Plasmodium falciparum, among others-shapes human history, just as humans transform the natural environment. In other words, a premise of environmental history is that nature has historical agency. Agency does not equal intention; rather, ascribing agency to nature acknowledges the processes of evolution and adaptation, in both the long and short term, by both human and nonhuman communities.8 Just like social ones, ecological systems react to changing conditions, and human societies must respond in turn. Therefore, when an event as far-reaching and, in places, as catastrophic as the Civil War occurs, both human and nonhuman communities react, adapt, and change, sometimes in tandem, at other times in opposition. Environmental histories of the Civil War thus examine and elucidate nature's active role in the conflict as well as the war's effects on both ecological systems and Americans' relationships with the natural environment. These histories expand our understanding of how and why the war was fought and reveal new ways of interpreting its impact on Americans and their nation.
Some of the initial scholarship in the field addressed the broad underlying environmental factors that led Americans to wage war against each other. Two scholars in particular have made compelling arguments about the war as a conflict rooted in competing environmental ideologies. Ted Steinberg, in 2002, and Mark Fiege, in 2004, each pointed to the fundamental role nature played in the development of regional differences that contributed to the social, political, and economic divisions between the North and the South. In so doing, they not so much contradicted as provided nuance and complexity to the debate that Civil War scholars have engaged in for decades. The early environmental scholarship of the war built upon the strong tradition of southern agricultural history, looking to the land for answers to the conflict's vexing questions.9 Rather than analyzing the cultural or economic base for the region's labor and agricultural systems, however, Steinberg and Fiege examined them from the ground up. In the views of both authors, slavery and cotton monoculture remained primary contributors to the conflict's origins and were significant factors in how the Confederacy approached fighting the war and why it ultimately lost.
The war, in Steinberg's words, was a "great food fight. " Though Steinberg discusses examples of how weather and terrain affected military operations, his primary contribution to our environmental understanding of the war revolves around food: the procurement of rations for troops, problems on the southern home front related to access to supplies (his treatment of the bread riots in the Confederacy is especially enlightening), and the impact of the war on the ecologies of the West and South due to increased demand for agricultural and animal products. He clearly elucidates the fundamental role agriculture played in the drama of the Civil War, showing that the side that best marshaled its agricultural resources had the best chance of victory. An important element in this argument is Steinberg's assertion that the South's reliance on cotton monoculture, even in the final years of the war, was its undoing. "Both the North and the South lived and died by the market, by cash-crop farming, " he wrote. "The form such agriculture took in the southern states, however, made the region ill equipped to fight a war, especially after the imposition of the Union's naval blockade. " Steinberg concludes that, "the planters played a role in their own demise" by continuing to bow to "King Cotton[, which] came back to bite them in the end. "10 Steinberg's chapter on the war fits seamlessly within the larger fabric of his book, which is a compelling environmental narrative of U.S. history. As a standalone analysis of the conflict, however, it is much too constricted. A scant ten pages on what is arguably the nation's greatest crisis is puzzling, even when viewed in the context of the larger scope of his book. The longue durée approach Steinberg employed, a staple among environmental histories that has served the field well in its quest to explain larger trends in humannature relationships, obscures this moment of signal importance. From this perspective, the Civil War becomes a minor event that scarcely influenced the relationships Americans-southerners in particular-cultivated with their natural environments. Admittedly, there is some validity in that assumption; for example, emancipation legally freed the slaves from their masters' ownership, but it did not free them from the bonds of cotton monoculture. In this case, the war did not transform how African Americans tilled the soil, planted seeds, or harvested crops, even if it technically changed their legal and political status and, in some cases, their ability to claim title to the land they worked.11
Ultimately, by narrowly structuring his argument about the war, thereby limiting his discussion of its implications, Steinberg misses an opportunity to redress the larger historiographical problem Kirby lamented in 2001: that Civil War specialists and environmental historians tend to write past, rather 11. Mart Stewart suggested as much in "What Nature Suffers to Groe": Life, Labor, and Landscape on the Georgia Coast, 1680-1920 (Athens: Univ. of Georgia Press, 1996). In contrast, some scholars have argued convincingly, if in passing, that the war did indeed alter the ways Americans of all backgrounds interacted with and conceived of their connection to the land and to nature more generally. See, for example, Megan Kate Nelson's Trembling Earth, in which she maintained that the war triggered a new relationship with the Okefenokee Swamp on the part of southern men. For some white men, especially poor whites dodging the draft or deserting altogether, the Okefenokee provided refuge during the war, as it had previously for slaves and Seminoles. Nelson suggested that "deserters' links with the Okefenokee reveal a transition in the status of the swamp. As Seminoles were pushed farther and farther into southern Florida and post-Civil War legislation emancipated slaves, the Okefenokee and other southeastern swamps were increasingly marked as white" (129). Furthermore, those who had not been old enough to serve in the war sought new ways of establishing and demonstrating their masculinity and did so through their attempts to conquer the swamp (81-82).
than for, each other. Nevertheless, Steinberg makes an important contribution to the field by reminding us that social and ideological developments are grounded in (though not determined by) environmental conditions and that the relationships societies cultivate with the natural world can have profound influence over their ability to thrive. In the end, the Confederacy failed because its primary relationship to nature-based on slavery and cotton monoculture-was inadequate to the task of waging war.
Mark Fiege expands on this notion in his essay "Gettysburg and the Organic Nature of the American Civil War. " For Fiege, as for Steinberg, the power to turn nature into food is of paramount importance. This was especially true in the South, where the war took the greatest toll. Although Fiege notes the war's effects on northern and western ecologies, he concludes that the war's "voracious appetite for men, animals, and labor perhaps did the most to hurt southern agriculture. " The problems across the South became acute by 1863 when the Confederacy experienced "environmental collapse" in the face of "battle destruction and the exigencies of war, " which were compounded by "drought, flood, cold, and disease. " In order to alleviate the pressures of this environmental decline, Fiege argues, Lee made the decision to head north.12
For Fiege, Lee's Gettysburg campaign exemplifies the war. It "showed that the Civil War was a duel in which two social and biological entities battled one another in the medium of nature. This was a struggle not simply between two economies-between the stereotyped industrial North and the agrarian South, for example-but between ecologies. " To get the necessary resources to fight, "each side remade its relationship with nature. Each attempted to fashion a system of extraction, production, and supply, a military ecology, so to speak, the goal of which was to defeat the enemy. " Ultimately, Fiege argues, "as much as it was a political, economic, social, or cultural conflict, the war was an organic struggle in which two societies fought to use and overcome nature in the service of competing national objectives. "13 Throughout his analysis, Fiege demonstrates the centrality of nature to the war, not just in terms of access to resources but also to the support of the political health and cultural growth of the competing regions. Although his chapter is tightly focused on a single battle, it successfully draws attention to the larger continental and ecological underpinnings of the Civil War as a whole and offers a powerful argument why the role of nature is central to our understanding of the social, economic, and military implications of the conflict. Both Fiege and Steinberg provide synthetic overviews of the war, but each also successfully links more specific issues, like agricultural developments, to the larger military conflict, not only in terms of the ability of each region to support the material needs of its troops, but as underlying points of conflict that eventually led to war. Certainly, Civil War historians and historians of agriculture have not neglected the topic, but until Steinberg and Fiege, no scholar had employed the methodologies of environmental history to analyze the various factors surrounding food production during the war or the military conflict's ecological impact on agriculture and farmland generally.14 As Kirby rightly pointed out, there is still a great deal more to be done in this regard, not just for the areas where the war turned wheat fields into battlefields, but across the South, throughout the North, and into the West.
Like agriculture, disease-both in its role in shaping the war, and the war's role as a vector for it-was a major issue Kirby identified as being in need of environmental analysis. It is well known that most Civil War soldiers died of disease, not bullets, and historians of medicine in particular have produced excellent studies elucidating that fact.15 Few scholars of any specialty had linked environmental exigencies to personal and public health issues until Andrew McIlwaine Bell published his work on the subject in 2010. Although focused on epidemiological developments, Bell's Mosquito Soldiers makes it clear that, at least for the two diseases he examined-malaria and yellow fever-environmental factors were inextricably part of the wartime equa- tion.16 The root of his argument is that while the South's disease environment evolved largely from factors of climate and hydrology, it was also a creation of the region's sociocultural development. This material reality had perceptual repercussions as well: by the early nineteenth century, the region had come to be seen as a sickly one, a notion Bell contends had considerable influence on the strategic planning of both Union and Confederate commanders.
Environmental historians will not be surprised by Bell's suggestion that both nature and culture act as agents of history and Civil War historians have long understood that disease and fear of disease influenced wartime decisions, from the strategic to the tactical levels of operations. However, what Bell contributes to the conversation between the two fields is the clear integration of both military and environmental analysis. He argues, "War represents not only a breakdown of human social and political relations but also the disintegration of the existing environmental order. The large armies required by both the Confederate and Union governments accelerated the development of diseases that thrive on human hosts, which in turn affected the ability of these forces to carry out the instructions they received from military commanders. "17 Bell's focus on mosquito-borne diseases clearly illustrates nature's agency in what has in the past been characterized exclusively as a human event. It also enables him to produce a tight, coherent narrative based on a persuasive environmental argument. Incorporating additional diseases into his analysis would not have diminished the power of his message; in fact, it would have strengthened it. Bacterial diseases like typhus and typhoid may not have had the same strategic import as malaria and yellow fever, since they were not expressly associated with the South's miasmatic, therefore dangerous, environment, but they certainly reflected the ways the war created new environmental circumstances that enabled those diseases to spread, with dramatic tactical and logistical consequences as well as environmental ones. Nevertheless, Bell clearly articulates how environmental conditions, disease, and military strategy intersected during the Civil War, and his work helps answer the questions Kirby had raised a decade earlier. Like Bell, Kathryn S. Meier explores elements of soldier health in relation to larger military issues during the war. In contrast to Bell's more strategic analysis, Meier's innovative work takes a more localized and personal approach. She investigates the ways specific landscapes in Virginia-the Peninsula and the Shenandoah Valley-affected the psychological and emotional health of the common soldier, an aspect of the war's environmental history that Kirby had not anticipated. In Meier's view, physical nature not only infected soldiers' bodies-via yellow fever viruses and malaria plasmodia, for example-but it also influenced their mental and emotional well-being, with important military consequences.
Meier suggests in her article "'No Place for the Sick'" that the war "shifted the relationship between human bodies and nature" and that "soldiers held nature directly responsible for most of their illnesses. " Although their understanding of how diseases were transmitted was flawed, Meier argues that the soldiers "were correct to fear the environment's ability to sicken and kill as well as reduce morale and combat effectiveness. "18 Complicating matters was the poor quality of medical care during the war, if it was available at all; in lieu of formal care, soldiers had to develop their own strategies for maintaining good physical and psychological health and did so through frequent bathing, learning about their surroundings in order to avoid unhealthy environments when possible, and supplementing rations with fresh foods obtained through foraging. Meier reasons that the environment "was a central concern of common soldiers-it was their deadliest foe in the war and the most mentally undermining factor when they were not engaged in combat. " Seasoning was "a prolonged physical process of acclimating the body to the new environment and excessive exposure of soldier life, as well as a mental toughening against the environmental hardships endured. " Ultimately, Meier concludes, "When we consider that over two-thirds of the estimated 620,000 deaths in the Civil War were from disease, it is apparent that environmental health education was at least, if not more important than combat training in preventing casualties of war. "19 Meier's most original and compelling contribution to the literature is her focus on nature's power to harm or heal soldiers psychologically. She makes her case most effectively in her article "Fighting in 'Dante's Inferno, '" in which she compares the changed landscape of the Wilderness between 1863 and 1864 and the subsequent effects this altered environment had on soldier morale and combat effectiveness. Meier suggests that the damage wrought by numerous battles in the area over the course of about a year yielded important changes in soldiers' perceptions of and interactions with the physical environment, resulting in their turning to "the language of nature to express loss and sorrow, " reflecting their "heightened awareness of nature" and allowing "them to express fear and despair without incurring the stigma of cowardice. "20 Ultimately, the soldiers' perceptions of a malignant landscape combined with measurable environmental factors-such as drought, high temperatures, and heavy vegetation-to undermine troop effectiveness. Most important, Meier deepens our understanding of the ways nature affected the experiences of Civil War soldiers both physically and mentally, which in turn had profound effects on the outcomes of battle.
Much of the environmental literature on the Civil War has focused on material concerns-weather, mosquitoes, and the physical landscape-for explanations of nature's centrality to the war's evolution. A great deal more needs to be done to explicate the social, intellectual, and cultural aspects of the war as an environmental event. My own work blends material realities with cultural perceptions and assumptions about nature to explore why Union commanders made certain strategic decisions.21 I focus on the campaigns along the Mississippi River, at Vicksburg, in the Shenandoah Valley in 1864, and through Georgia and the Carolinas to illustrate how the prevalent nineteenth-century notion that humans could exert control over nature and remake it to suit their needs was a central tenet of Union strategy. Under Generals Thomas Williams and Ulysses S. Grant, Union troops engaged in a battle with the Mississippi River, attempting to change its course with canals and cut-offs. When that proved unsuccessful, the Federal forces had to turn to more traditional siege operations to capture the Confederate stronghold at Vicksburg. Grant supplemented this strategy with an improvised and modified form of the chevauchée, in which he turned the improvements of the southern agricultural landscape to his own advantage and, thereby, away from his enemy's. This ancillary, though essential, part of Grant's larger strategy during the Vicksburg campaign found purchase during Philip Sheridan's actions in Virginia's Shenandoah Valley and Sherman's operations through Georgia and the Carolinas. In both cases, the Union army arrayed itself against the region's agricultural symbols, tools, and products, challenging Confederate control over the area through undermining civilians' abilities to turn nature into culture. In the end, I suggest, the devastation of the chevauchées, which witnesses described in terms of the army having created a wilderness in the midst of an otherwise idyllic landscape, had a deleterious effect on Confederate morale that changed the course of the war. It also inspired Americans to rethink their relationships to the natural world, most importantly through the development of conservation and preservation ethics. The war's destructive power revealed that nature was at once vulnerable and resilient, and challenged Americans' notions of their role in transforming nature to human ends.
One way post-Civil War Americans engaged in preservation was through the creation of battlefield commemorative parks. As Brian Black's work on Gettysburg National Military Park (GNMP) clearly demonstrates, such efforts have had unintended and ambiguous consequences. In his essay, "Addressing the Nature of Gettysburg, " Black explores the history of the battle and the subsequent memorialization processes at Gettysburg "to better understand the impulse of preservation and the role that the natural environment plays in the formation and maintenance of iconic sites of American cultural memory. "22 He reveals the irony between the National Park Service's current 22. Brian Black, "Addressing the Nature of Gettysburg: ' Addition and Detraction' in Preserving an American Shrine, " in Pearson, Coates, and Cole, Militarized Landscapes, 171-88. This piece is also published under the same title in Reconstruction 7, no. 2 (2007): http://reconstruction.eserver.org/072/black.shtml. Black's first publication on the topic was a shorter, more image-driven piece, "The Copse at Gettysburg, " Environmental History 9, no. 2 (Apr. 2004): 306-10. His book on the subject, Contesting Gettysburg, is forthcoming. In addition to management plan, which attempts to restore the GNMP to 1863 conditions, and Lincoln's sentiment that those who did not sacrifice their lives in the battle are powerless to dictate or maintain the sacred nature of the place. Furthermore, Black highlights the challenge and the folly of trying to recreate and preserve a static geography in the face of nature's constant evolution.
Black's piece in the current issue expands upon these same questions by suggesting that Gettysburg "has proven to be an archetype of the American ideal of landscape preservation. " Black notes that the natural landscape "has remained a critical component" throughout the century-long process of preserving Gettysburg, despite its clear resonance as a site of cultural importance. This is due in part to the importance of natural features to the history of the battle-Little Round Top, Seminary Ridge, and the Copse of Trees, among others-and to the tendency of nature to take its own path regardless of human desires. In its attempts to reconstruct the authentic 1863 landscape, the National Park Service had to reclaim the park from "its greatest predator: nature itself. "23 While Black's articles examine the war's implications beyond the years of the military conflict, his arguments significantly add to the environmental historiography of the war. Black's analysis of the creation of the battlefield park at Gettysburg and the subsequent conflict over its meaning, management, and nature provides insight into a unique element of the armed confrontation's tangible environmental consequences. By attempting to preserve the spaces upon which the battles occurred, Americans continue to engage in conflict over how that history should be presented ideologically, culturally, and even physically. Debates over tree removal and deer culling in the GNMP reveal that cultural and environmental histories are more closely intertwined than the majority of Civil War histories acknowledge.
Despite the remarkable contributions the scholars discussed here have made toward explicating the environmental history of the war, there is clearly his excellent work on Gettysburg, Black published a textbook, Nature and the Environment in Nineteenth-Century American Life (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 2006), including a chapter devoted to the Civil War (95-113). The nature of the book precluded Black from presenting a seamless and comprehensive narrative of the war but allowed him to cover a wide array of otherwise understudied aspects of the conflict's environmental history, such as changes to the nation's energyscape from reliance on whale oil to the rise of the petroleum industry (though he did not directly tie the shift to wartime events or demand) and the largely disruptive changes to southern land-use practices, animal husbandry, and farming. a great deal more that can be examined. As noted, Kirby identified six general areas in need of scholarship: disease, death, animals, cities and towns, farmland, and trees and forests. I would expand this list, in both scope and scale. Much of what Kirby recommended focused on the South. I would argue that we need to place the South in context, as the war was not just a southern phenomenon. The loss of 750,000 men and millions of animals to the maw of war meant that entire communities across the nation had to redefine their working relationships with nature. Of the studies covered here, only Black's deals at any length with non-southern environments. Steinberg and Fiege touch on the West and a bit on the North, but there is a tremendous hole in the environmental historiography of home and battlefronts outside the South.
Community studies, such as Timothy Silver's work-in-progress on Yancey County, North Carolina, would be immensely useful in understanding how home and battlefront collided and how the war's environmental effects were not just confined to those areas ravaged by major armed engagements.24 Furthermore, by revealing change over time, such localized studies enable us to see the broader effects the war had on people and environments. Those areas caught in the crossfire of guerrilla warfare-the Kansas-Missouri borderlands, the Shenandoah Valley, and West Virginia, Kentucky, and Tennessee-would be immensely valuable additions to the literature. Matthew Stith's article in this issue, derived from his PhD dissertation, is the first to explore irregular warfare in the western theater with a focus on the environment. Stith suggests that the sparse population and rugged terrain of the Trans-Mississippi border region (specifically that area where Missouri, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas converge) meant that nature took on special importance in the waging of war. He notes that "war on the border therefore evolved into a conflict over nature in which both civilians and combatants used the environment for offensive and defensive purposes alike. "25 Stith compellingly argues that the uncontrolled character of the region's natural environment led in part to the terrible brutality of the human 24. Silver presented a paper on this topic at the University of Georgia-sponsored conference, "The Blue, the Gray, and the Green, " cited above. Phillip Shaw Paludan's excellent little book, Victims, hinted at some of the environmental influences on a local community's experiences during the war, but more like it need to be published. conflict waged there. At first, locals had the advantage in their familiarity with the irregular landscape; however, Stith contends, local knowledge was not always enough to overcome the exigencies of war, especially when confronted with superior firepower and technology. In the end, he notes, regular Union forces prevailed because they were better able to exert power over both the landscape and its inhabitants.
Some might quibble with Stith's broad definition of nature ("landscape" may have been a more useful term) and with his characterization of what constitutes control over the environment, but he nonetheless raises important issues that demand attention and that will require further examination and study. His discussion of the challenges faced by the predominantly unionist Creek Indians is especially good, as is his analysis of the role nature played in guerrilla tactics. Irregular Confederate forces in the region were known as "bushwhackers"-a name that reveals as much about the environments in which these men operated as it does about their approach to war. Stith notes that the guerrillas' threat came not only from their military success (which was uneven at best), but also from their tendency to "[melt] into the landscape after inflicting casualties. "26 Stith's article helps us to see that the war had a complex environmental history, one that reflects the diverse landscapes in which it was fought.
Like the border regions, more attention to the effects of wartime destruction on built environments is required. Megan Kate Nelson's Ruin Nation is an excellent first foray into that territory (though it incorporates discussion of rural devastation as well).27 Tangentially related is the notion that army camps were essentially mobile cities; research into this aspect of camp life, complete with its attendant environmental ills, would be a welcome addition to the growing field. Urbanization and industrial developments in the North and South also need to be addressed.
The possibilities for studies on the military aspects of the war abound. Military historians of the war acknowledge environmental factors, but have not 28 . Kenneth Noe, a veteran Civil War historian and newcomer to the field of environmental history, is currently working on a study of weather and the war. analyzed their impact from an environmental perspective.28 Specific battles, campaigns, and strategies can and should be examined, as should questions of logistics and supply. These latter two subjects would clearly demonstrate the wide reach of the war's ecological consequences, into the West and beyond. In particular, the issue of mobilization-of men, animals, land, and other resources-would prove a fruitful avenue for research. What, for example, were the environmental implications of mining, smelting, and refining the raw materials needed to arm over 3 million soldiers, and to support the expansion of railroads throughout all theaters of war and beyond?29 Other resource questions related to basic supplies-clothing, shoes, blankets, and so on-could illuminate not only the war's effects on a variety of industries, but also the efficacy of Americans' attempts to marshal nature's resources for military means. Another area in need of study is the military tactics and strategies of the Civil War that were used to advantage in subsequent conflicts and their environmental foundations and implications.
Furthermore, what of nonmilitary activities during and after the years of battle? For example, an environmental history of the Sanitary Commission and its long-range legacy is needed. So is research into the significant set of legislative acts passed during the war, such as the Homestead and Railroad Acts of 1862. These and other congressional measures had immense ecological implications, and while environmental scholars acknowledge this, they often do so without addressing their wartime context. Issues surrounding migration during and after the war, not just of emancipated African Americans, but of veterans and their families, also require study. How did such demographic changes affect the ecologies of the places they settled and the places they left behind, for instance? Emancipation, too, needs its environmental scholar. Amy Murrell Taylor has made a crucial first step toward this in her examination of how an instance of bad weather-in conjunction with nineteenth-century ideas about race and climate-shaped emancipation in Kentucky in 1864.30 Beyond Taylor's excellent contribution, other questions must be asked and answered. For example, how did the freeing of millions of people from the bonds of slavery transform landscapes in the North, South, and West? A related subject needing environmental analysis is the work of the Freedman's Bureau. Such an examination would illuminate the deep connections among ecological, political, and social change after the war. Finally, research into the process of rebuilding the South physically, economically, and socially would reveal much about changes to local, regional, and national landscapes.
These gaps notwithstanding, I believe Kirby would be pleased with the growth of the field of Civil War environmental history. He initiated an important historiographical trend in 2001, one that has generated innovative, provocative, and compelling studies of a part of the American past that many people casually suggest has been saturated to overflowing. Kirby and the scholars who followed his lead have demonstrated that there is still enormous potential for nuance and novelty within the field of Civil War studies. If this historiographical development continues apace, we can look forward to an explosion of environmental studies of the war, which will add to our knowledge about and understanding of not only the greatest conflict fought on American soil, but of the nation's environmental history as well.
No longer are Civil War and environmental historians ignoring each other, as Kirby lamented a decade ago; instead, they are engaging in a thoughtful, constructive conversation that will likely include some heated debates as well as many points of accord. I hope the two excellent studies included in this special volume of Civil War History will whet the appetites of the journal's many readers for more such work and that this issue will prove that this historiographical consilience is both necessary and worthwhile. 30 . Taylor argues for "the value of thinking about weather, and the environment more broadly, when telling the story of emancipation. " Amy Murrell Taylor, "How a Cold Snap in Kentucky Led to Freedom for Thousands: An Environmental Story of Emancipation, " in Weirding the War, 193. 
